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Reply Brief 



This reply brief is submitted in response to tlie Examiner's Answer mailed 
January 28, 2003. On page 5 of the Answer, the examiner asserts that 

since the termination unit, as claimed, has not been identified as a specific 
unit peiiorming a specific function, it can be equated to Splitter 50, disclosed 
by McHale. 

Section 11, second paragraph thereunder [italics in original]. This assertion ignores the 
plain meaning of the words of the claim and the specification. "Although the PTO must give 
claims their broadest reasonable interpretation, this interpretation must be consistent with 
the one that those skilled in the art would reach." In re Cortriaht . 165 F.3d 1353, 1359, 49 
U.S.P.Q.2d 1464, 1468 (Fed. Cir. 1999), cited in M.P.E.P. § 2111 (8th ed., August 2001), 
^ 2, p. 2100-47. The examiner's reasoning fails on this ground. 

As discussed on page 2 of the brief on appeal, the claimed tennination unit is a 
specific device perfonming a specific function, and this terminology is used consistently 
throughout the specification and the claims, appearing in both the preamble and the body of 
the independent claims. Equating a splitter with a termination unit fosters an interpretation 
"[in]conslstent with the one that those skilled in the art would reach." id. Therefore, the 
applicant respectfully requests that the Board reverse the examiner. 
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